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Assignment details

Assignment Code XXXXXX-6

Manuscript Title NA

Total word count 3877 words

Article Type Article

Journal name and URL International Journal of Environmental Research and Public Health
https://www.mdpi.com/journal/ijerph
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o SUMMARY

e Analysis of iatrogenic bile duct injuries (BDIs) in surgical patients.

e  Examination of frequency and management methods of BDlIs in their facility.

e  Focus on patient demographics (sex, age), surgical indications, types of surgery, and primary procedures.
e  Evaluation of bile tree injuries, repair techniques, timing of repairs, and complications.

e Discovery of high complication rates and mortality in reconstruction procedures.

o ORIGINALITY AND SIGNIFICANCE OF RESEARCH [Rating: Excellent, Good, Fair, Poor]

e  Study rationale is well-explained.
e  Original work deemed important for Gastroenterology researchers, likely to be highly cited.
e  Presents innovative results with potential to advance the research field.
e  Confirms manuscript's originality, not considered or published elsewhere.
e  Ensures scientific accuracy and non-misleading information.
e Study design aligns with key objectives and questions, but lacks clarity on retrospective, prospective, or
other study type.
e Objective of the study is unclear despite a brief mention of research need.
e Lack of obvious novelty in the research area.
e The manuscript has undergone revisions based on feedback, including changes for clarity.
e The author is suggested to review and confirm agreement with the incorporated changes and addressing
remaining issues for further improvement.
e The following citations of papers on related models listed below are recommended.
o  https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC9819931/ (2023)
o https://www.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/pmc/articles/PMC6408920/ (2019)
o https://www.frontiersin.org/articles/10.3389/fmed.2021.637987/full (2021)
e C(lear statement needed for the study objective and its novelty.

o TITLE, ABSTRACT, AND KEYWORDS
Expert’s opinion:
e Title and title page missing, reference to journal guidelines for preparation.
e  Purpose statement found inadequate, lacking clear expression of study goals and objectives.
e Discrepancy noted between stated retrospective study in methods and description suggesting prospective
study in main text.
e Authors advised to review abstract and main text to ensure consistency in study design description.
Revisions done by the expert:
e Abstract structure transitioned from structured to unstructured as per journal requirements.
e  Abstract now lacks headings but retains clarity and simplicity.
e Methods and Materials, Results, and Conclusions sections deemed adequate.
Additional comments (if any):
= The target journal follows double blind peer review process; hence, moved the author information to a
separate title page.
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Recommendation:

The manuscript has been edited and few revisions required as below:

o

Please add a clear line on the objectives of the study.

The patient: please add patient demographics.

Suggestion to include discussion of health burden from iatrogenic bile tree injury in Introduction, due to
strict abstract word count limits.

Keywords are suggested to be different than the words used in title.

Add manuscript and abstract count, keywords on title page.

INTRODUCTION AND LITERATURE REVIEW

Expert’s opinion:

Introduction includes background, literature review, and study objectives.
A few sentences needing rephrasing and other deficiencies in the introduction were identified.
Introduction is well-written but it is further editing for improved readability.

Revisions done by the expert:

Added scientific content to enhance the flow of research presentation.

Edited some of the sentences for grammatical/English language errors.

The statement of what and why was stated with sufficient background information and referencing.
However, the why statement was not expressed convincingly as the clinical relevance of the complications
were not actively stated. For instance, this sentence, “Regardless of this, iatrogenic injuries of the biliary
tree are one of the most serious complications of cholecystectomy, determining both early and late
outcomes as well as the patient’s quality of life after surgery [10]” needs to be more specific.

The authors need to state concisely these early and late outcomes and how they affect the patient’s quality
of life postoperatively.

Recommendation:

These statements of fact require appropriate citation “Laparoscopic cholecystectomy (LC) is the gold
standard of treatment in symptomatic cholecystolithiasis (found in the 1st paragraph); “When an injury is
not recognized during cholecystectomy, various symptoms may develop in most patients, such as bile
leakage or jaundice, cholangitis, or sepsis” (found in the 2nd paragraph); AND “There is a number of possible
reconstruction procedures for biliary tree injuries, the most common being endoscopic retrograde
cholangiopancreatography (ERCP), primary end-to-end anastomosis (with or without Kehr’'s T-tube
drainage), choledochoduodenostomy, and choledochojejunostomy” (found in the 3rd paragraph).
The authors should state the importance of this study or the likely impact it will have on the management
of the patients in this facility. It is not just enough to present the frequency of bile duct injuries and methods
used in the facility in the management of such complications.
The new information to be conveyed or the contribution to knowledge was not stated. There are similar
articles previously published; thus, the knowledge gaps this study hopes to bridge must be expressed
actively.

o https://doi.org/10.3389/fmed.2021.637987

o https://pubmed.ncbi.nlm.nih.gov/30006843/

o METHODS AND STATISTICAL ANALYSIS

Expert’s opinion:

There are enough measurement procedures present to support the study objectives.

The statements on IRB approval, informed consent or a waiver and adherence to the declaration of Helsinki
were not provided.

There was also no statement on patient anonymity and confidentiality.
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e The type of study was not mentioned, and the study design is ambiguous when comparing the statement

in the abstract and the description in the Methods.
Revisions done by the expert:
| have edited this section to fix grammar, punctuation, and other language issues found within the text. | have also
made a few plagiarism-related revisions.

The methods cannot be reproduced due to the following:

e The description of the methods is not clear, especially with this opening statement, “The data of patients
who sustained iatrogenic bile duct injury were collected on an ongoing basis” as it seems to have been a
prospective study instead of a retrospective study as stated in the abstract. Please, the authors should
describe the methods without ambiguity.

e The journal has indicated that methods should be comprehensively discussed. This is one place where the
procedure(s) performed could be described in detail. You could also choose to describe the primary
procedure comprehensively.

e The inclusion/ exclusion criteria were not stated.

e There is no logical progression from one experiment to the next in the manuscript. The authors should
describe the data collection. It might be helpful if the authors could review a similar study previously
published-- Christou, N., Naumann, D. N., Bouvier, S., Rivaille, T., Derbal, S., Taibi, A., Fabre, A., Fredon, F.,
Valleix, D., & Mathonnet, M. (2020). Bile Duct Injury During Cholecystectomy: Necessity to Learn How to
Do and Interpret Intraoperative Cholangiography. Frontiers in Medicine.
https://doi.org/10.3389/fmed.2021.637987

o RESULTS AND DISCUSSION
Expert’s opinion:

e The interpretations of data are correct and organized. All possible interpretations were considered.

e The key results were not convincingly discussed in light of whether they did or did not support the
hypotheses as it seems to be a repetition of the results, and the clinical significance of these results was not
discussed.

e The limitations of the study were not highlighted. There are no generalizations beyond the findings of this
investigation and the pertinent literature that cannot be justified.

e Previous experimental observations in support of existing results were described and properly referenced.
The discussion should concentrate on the focus of this study and on how the results obtained could be
translated to improve the management of these patients.

Revisions done by the expert: Sentences are modified to improve readability and enhance clarity by including better
vocabulary.

There are data presented here that do not have an explanation in the methods:

e This “In two patients, the bile duct injury was a complication of another procedure, i.e., distal gastrectomy
due to the peptic ulcer disease, or gastrotomy to remove a migrated esophageal stent” was not stated in
the methods and seemed to be deviating from the focus of this study, which is related to the complications
of cholecystectomy as presented in the literature review.

e Type of bile duct injury: The EAES classification used was not stated with a citation in the methods section.
Statistical results and significance are detailed and appropriate.

e This statement, “The exact details of the full classification are given in Supplementary Table 1” should be
stated in the methods along with the citation for the EAES classification.
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e This statement of fact “This is the only system that evaluates 7 factors, including the location of the lesion,
extent of the lesion, presence of additional vascular damage, partial excision of bile ducts, time of lesion
identification, etiology of the lesion, and type of injury” requires citation.

e Authors should discuss the results and how they can be interpreted from the perspective of previous studies
and the working hypotheses. The findings and their implications should be discussed in the broadest context
possible, and the limitations of the work should be highlighted. Future research directions may also be
mentioned.

e Please ensure that your findings and their implications in this manuscript have been discussed in the
broadest context possible. This will enhance your presentation, give other researchers more ideas on
possible angles to explore, and at the same time help to increase your word count to meet the journal
requirements. However, please ensure to keep it concise, as also required by the journal.

© FIGURES AND TABLES
Expert’s opinion:
e The data in all the figures are clearly presented, essential and self-explanatory.
e The figures are referenced as needed, and the text contains sufficient detail about each figure.
Revisions done by the expert:
We have edited the figure captions as per journal instructions.
e While you edit and format the final figures as per journal’s requirement for resolution, magnification, and
file type. The figure labels need to use lower case alphabets (“a, b, c .....” instead of upper case ones (“A,
B, C.."”).
e The table has been provided as a screenshot. We suggest you to kindly provide the same using the table
function of Microsoft word as per the guidelines and best practices.

o CONCLUSION
Expert’s opinion:

e Conclusions are stated well; necessary grammar/language edits made.

Revisions done by the expert: We have edited/corrected several grammatical and English language errors.

e The conclusions are backed by sufficient evidence; however, this statement, “We believe that using a
unified classification will help conduct further studies” does not meet the objectives as there was no
comparison of the various BDI type classifications in this study.

e The shortcomings of the study and possible future investigation approaches were not discussed. Please
note that this statement “We believe that using a unified classification will help conduct further studies,
which in turn will help reduce the rate of bile duct injuries, and, if such a complication occurs, we will be
able to determine the best reconstruction technique and the time when it should be performed” is not
clear. How can a unified classification help reduce the rate of bile duct injuries? This study cannot
scientifically justify the ability to determine the best reconstruction technique as no comparison was made
on the techniques used in this study.

o REFERENCES
Expert’s opinion:
e The scientific relevance of an article is determined by the credibility of its mentioned sources. References
were included and were appropriately cited.
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o All references cited in sequential order in the text, supporting the research facts and ensuring reliability of

information.
Revisions done by the expert: We have formatted the citations as well as the reference list as per journal instructions.

e Increase the number of references for a more comprehensive overview of the literature; we have provided
several examples above.

e Strengthen rationale by including additional research details, such as limitations of previous studies and
potential benefits of the goat brain model for training.

e Update the reference list with articles published after 2020 to address potential insufficient coverage of
recent literature.

e If you choose to add new references:
o make sure they are formatted as per the guidelines and
o verify any changes in reference numbering or deletion due to deleted sentences.

e Other comments, if any

Suggesting/excluding reviewers:
e Recommend suggesting reviewers from different countries and institutions.
e Reviewers should be independent and unrelated to the work.
e Ensure the Corresponding Author provides institutional email address or verification means for

suggested reviewers.
e Authors can propose suitable reviewers and request exclusion of specific individuals during

manuscript submission.
e Journal may not use the suggestions, but they are appreciated and can facilitate the peer review
process.
Authorship details are appropriately mentioned in the manuscript.

o CLARITY OF PRESENTATION
Expert’s opinion:
e The research presentation is clear.
e The majority of sections are well-structured; however, a few abstract headings were revised to adhere to
journal guidelines.
e Many sentences needed rephrasing (done in revised manuscript). The author has clearly defined the
knowledge gap.
Revisions done by the expert:
e | have edited the manuscript for word choice, verb tense, punctuation, and sentence structure to improve
clarity.
e Formatted content according to journal guidelines.
e Rectified all grammatical errors.

Recommendation:

e Adequately highlight the aim/objective of the study based on the suggestion provided in the Introduction
section.
e Please review and incorporate the suggested changes to expedite publication in the target journal.
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Journal Scope

IJERPH is an interdisciplinary, peer-reviewed, open-access journal publish
semimonthly online by MDPI. It covers Environmental Sciences and Engineeril
Public Health, Environmental Health, Occupational Hygiene, Health Economic a
Global Health Research and publishes original articles, critical reviews, resear
notes, and short communications in these areas. It focuses on the publication
scientific and technical information on the impacts of natural phenomena a
anthropogenic factors on the quality of our environment, the interrelationsh
between environmental health and the quality of life, as well as the socio-cultur
political, economic, and legal considerations related to environmental stewardst
and public health.

Journal quality and coverage

Impact factor —4.614

Indexed databases — Elsevier Databases, Scopus, National Library of Medicine,
PubMed, MEDLINE, Web of Science, SCIE, SSCI

Quartile ranking — Q1 (Health, Toxicology, and Mutagenesis), Q2 (Public Heal

Environmental and Occupational Health), and Q2 (Pollution)

MANUSCRIPT COMPATIBILITY

e  Study scope aligns with journal aims/scope of target journal. Revise as suggested to emphasize rationale

and importance compared to related approaches.
e Detailed findings with potential to impress researchers. Ensure all the above suggestions are incorporated
in the revised version of the manuscript, prior to submission.

e Journal's indexing in reputable databases and open access ensure wide readership. The target journal is a

high-quality journal with an impact of 4.614, a Q2 ranking in the Medicine category, and is indexed in

several internationally recognized databases that would guarantee worldwide visibility. High impact

factors are indicative of a stringent and competitive review process; therefore, the significance of the study
should be considerably highlighted and all journal guidelines should be followed prior to submission.

e Your manuscript is well written and suitable for publication and does not require any further work.

Recommendation: See Journal Submission

e Although your manuscript is well written, it needs most relevant references to support your research.

Recommendation: See Literature Search and Citation

e  Your manuscript is well written and suitable for publication, but do ensure your research gets the recognition it

deserves by generating engaging textual content for research promotion via news outlets or social media.

Recommendation: See Research Impact
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